Group Work Learning Method is a cooperative learning technique that has positive effects in learning: students' active participation can increase both cognitive and social skills. Our work involved three cohorts of students of different years attending the same course at the University of Torino, Department of Psychology. The contents of the course were the same in all years, students were asked to form self-selected groups to find creative solutions to two cases regarding violent behavior in workplace. Satisfaction concerning this activity and the method to evaluate the performance of the activity were investigated. Findings confirm overall students' satisfaction related to group work learning method. This satisfaction improves the scores in course and teacher skills satisfaction. About the evaluation, findings shown that students agreed teacher's and peers' evaluation of the performance.
INTRODUCTION
In recent years, the group work learning method has been introduced in graduate and undergraduate programs as a teaching method that integrates the traditional face-to-face class. Several investigations have examined similar approaches in pre-school, high school and university courses such as science and English secondary classrooms (see, e.g., MacQuarrie, Howe & Boyle, 2012), IT (Joyce & Elliot, 2007) , economic (Leeds, Stull & Westbrook, 1998) , accountability (Bonanno, Jones & English, 1998) , medical school (Kamin, O'Sullivan, Deterding & Younger, 2003) , and social studies (Salako, Eze & Adu, 2013) .
2 Students' Satisfaction with the Group Work Method … International Journal of Instruction, July 2017 • Vol.10, No.3 discussing and sharing materials, although these are important factors. Members of a group have clear and positive interdependence, and they work together on a common goal. While sharing their knowledge and success with colleagues, they pay attention to each other and are responsible for their own contributions to group work. They must use their interpersonal skills in positive ways in order to promote individual accountability and to achieve group goals (Johnson & Johnson, 1992; MacQuarrie et al., 2012; Lee, 2013; Salako et al., 2013) . In their meta-analysis, Johnson, Johnson and Stanne (2000) argue that group work is one of the cooperative learning methods that permits to maximize the students' learning. Group work was considered as an instructional strategy that use the sharing of knowledge, the cooperation in performing a task, the social interaction to enhance the quality of the learning (Johnson, Johnson & Smith, 2014) .
One question about this method asks whether it is satisfactory for students. The need to measure student satisfaction has received attention in higher education due to the positive benefits associated with e.g. higher retention rates, recommendation to other to study in the same institution, intention to study at a higher level in the same institution (Tessema, Ready & Yu, 2012) . On the other hand, dissatisfaction was related to the intention to quit or transfer in other institutions and a negative image for the community and future applicants (Pedro, Leitão & Alves, 2016) . Consequently, in the context of higher education the satisfaction expressed by students has become an important indicator of teaching quality (Moore, 2006) . Supplementary teaching activities (such as group work) are considered as one of the factors that could affect the students' satisfaction (Letcher & Neves, 2010) . As argued by Pang and Hung (2016) , satisfaction for group work reflects the level of affective response that individual holds towards the experience. Moreover, the level of satisfaction expressed by individual suggests how the group work and its performance satisfied members' needs.
Another important factor that affects the satisfaction with the group work learning method is how students' performance is evaluated (by teacher and/or peers). In their study, Joyce and Elliot (2007) found that students considered teachers lacking of expertise at assigning grades because they were unaware of the real contribution of each member to the project, as Blackshaw and Latu (2005) highlighted in a previous study. In order to address this problem, the authors suggested introducing other techniques, such as peer evaluation. In an investigation conducted by Topping (2003 Topping ( , 2010 , findings showed that evaluation of performance by peers could help students to identify their own strengths and weaknesses, and that feedbacks could be used to propose remedial actions and develop transferable professional skills. The author underlined that other transferable professional skills, such as being motivated to respond to feedbacks and showing respect for the work performed by the group, are also important for students to learn. Therefore, the questions about how to evaluate the performance of the group, who must be evaluated and by whom are critical (Elliot & Higgins, 2005) . Joyce and Elliot (2007) , the decision was made to include between four and eight members in each group. 2. Duration of the group: due to the time schedule of University courses (determined by the time table for class sessions and other pedagogical activities), we decided to use short-term groups. This means that the duration of the group followed the duration of the course (five weeks). Students were invited to complete their projects in class and (if necessary) during others periods of time. This allowed the groups to concentrate on their tasks and goals (Bradley, White & Mennecke, 2003) . 3. The process of defining the group: according to Hamlyn-Harris, Hurst, Von Baggo & Bayley (2006) , this was determined by the students (self-selection) to increase satisfaction with this learning method. 4. Evaluation of performance: for the purpose of this investigation, we summarized the evaluations of group work performance described in the literature as teacher's evaluation and peers' evaluation (Joyce, 2001; Joyce & Elliot, 2007) .
Number of members: as suggested by
While the number of members, duration of the group and the process of defining the group remain constants, the type of evaluation was a variable manipulated: each type of evaluation was tested in three different years with different students.
Our hypothesis were i) that the group work learning method increased the overall satisfaction in teacher skills and in the course, and ii) that the peers' evaluation would produce the highest students' satisfaction with group work learning method.
In order to avoid students' evaluation and satisfaction being mainly related to the content of the course, rather than to the learning methods used, the results were compared to those reported by students who completed the course without the use group work learning method (control group). We analysed the questionnaire used by the University to measure students' satisfaction and evaluations of the course. Data were used to report means and a regression model was used to determine the interactions of the variables (satisfaction in teacher skills and in the course), which were the different types of evaluation: group performance by teacher, and group performance by teacher and by peers.
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Participants
Overall, participants were 187 students of the Faculty of Psychology of the Università di Torino taking the course "Psychology of Mobbing, Harassment and Stalking" (30 hours per 6 credits). Overall 84.5% of them were females (confirming the national trend), and the average age was 24.06 years (range 21-47). One of this paper's authors was teaching the course. Two performances were required to conduct group work. During three different years, we adopted the group work methodology using three different evaluation systems (overall teacher's evaluation of the group performances [A course], overall teacher's and students' evaluation of the performances [B course], two teacher's and students' evaluation of the performance [C course]).
Each group was composed of different students (thus, the students who participated in this specific course did not take it in the following year). However, the groups were equivalent for gender and age. In course A, participants were 32 students, 2 (6.3%) male and 30 (93.8%) female, aged on average 23.65 years (range 22-29). In course B, participants were 72 students, 9 (12.5%) male and 60 (83.3%) female (4.2% of students did not give any answer), aged on average 24.79 years (range 22-42). In course C, there were 42 students, 7 (16.7%) male and 35 (83.3%) female, aged on average 23.74 years (range 21-47). The control group consisted of 41 students, 8 (19.5%) male and 33 (80.5%) female; the average age was 23.75 years (range 21-33). For all students, the credits required for attending the course was the same (>120).
Materials
The questionnaire was created by the University of Torino to evaluate students' satisfaction with each individual course. This questionnaire is completed at the end of the course by each student taking the course. The aggregate data were sent to each teacher of the course. The first page of the questionnaire requested information about the socio-personal data of each participant (e.g., sex, age, city of residence, diploma). This was followed by 12 questions (see table 1) about the satisfaction in course (items 1, 2, 6 and 11), the teacher skills (items 3, 8, 9 and 10), the study load (namely the complexity of the task, item 4), the preliminary knowledge (item 5), supplementary teaching activities (item 7). The last question was about the overall satisfaction (item 12). There were four possible response options ("definitely dissatisfied", "more dissatisfied than satisfied", "more satisfied than dissatisfied", "definitely satisfied"). The questionnaire was anonymous and was administered at the end of the course by other students (not taking this specific course) who were trained for that duty. Teachers were not present during the administration of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was the same in each year.
The data from University management were presented in aggregate form. Consequently, socio-demographical data for each student were not available to teachers: Italian privacy law avoids identifying participants to the course instructors. Data from the questionnaire were presented in the four responses provided by students and in dichotomized form:
International Journal of Instruction, July 2017 • Vol.10, No.3 dissatisfied or satisfied. The internal consistency of the questionnaire was Cronbach's alpha = 0.98.
Procedure
At the beginning of each course, the teacher introduced the group work learning method and the evaluation of the performance. Because the duration of the course was five weeks, groups were intended to be short-term. Students were asked to form groups to describe and analyse two case studies (case 1 and case 2) that showed violent behaviors in the workplace and then to suggest a clinical (e.g., individual or group therapy) and organizational (e.g., training course) intervention. Goals and materials used in case 1 and 2 were the same in all groups. Two performances were required to perform group work. During three different years, we adopted the group work methodology using three different evaluation systems.
Students in course A were invited to choose the members of their group (from four to eight people) and the teacher evaluated the overall performances of group work (case 1 and 2). Students in course B were asked to form a group using the same criteria adopted in course A, but the teacher and the peers evaluated the group's overall performances for cases 1 and 2. Students in course C were asked to form a group using the same criteria adopted in course A and B previously described, but they were evaluated based on both group performances (case 1, case2) by the teacher and by peers. Thus, in course B and C each student could contribute to the evaluation of the other groups' performances, giving grades that were as important as the teacher's evaluation. In course C groups received an evaluation by teacher and peers for performance in case 1, and an evaluation by teacher and peers for performance in case 2. To sum up: -Course A, 32 students: case studies (1, 2) -(size (≤8)-composition (students' decision: 8 groups total) -evaluation (by teacher on overall performances) -Course B, 72 students: case studies (1,2) -size (≤8)-composition (students' decision: 12 groups total) -evaluation (by teacher and peers on overall performances) -Course C, 42 students: case study 1 and case 2-size (≤8) -composition (students' decision: 7 groups total) -evaluation (by teacher and by peers on performance both in case 1 and in case 2).
For the control group (41 students), the cases (1,2) were presented and discussed by the teacher during the course (the duration of the course was the same: 5 weeks, 30 hours).
No evaluation was provided for this activity.
Statistical analyses were performed using the statistical software SPSS, version 20. Descriptive measures (means ± SD) were calculated for all test variables for all groups of participants. Correlations were calculated to examine the relationship between the evaluation of students' overall satisfaction (item 12) and the other questions about the course, the teacher skills, the study load, the preliminary knowledge, supplementary teaching activities. Multiple linear regression analysis was performed with the students' overall satisfaction (item 12) as the dependent variable with the evaluation of the course, the teacher skills, the study load, the preliminary knowledge, and supplementary teaching activities as explanatory variables.
FINDINGS
Descriptive analysis
Data presented in tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 showed the students' degree of satisfaction with the course, teacher's skills, study load, preliminary knowledge, supplementary activities and overall satisfaction. Course A students evaluated the course as "satisfied" in all items (1, 2, 6, 11; table 1). Course B students evaluated the same items as "satisfied", thought the item 11 received an evaluation of less positive (table 2) . In course C, the item about the course received a more positive evaluation (table 3) . The evaluation of the item 6 is more negative than these attributed by students in course A and B; the item 11 is similar to these attributed by course B students. In control group, the items about the course were evaluated as more "dissatisfied" than A, B and C courses (see table 4 ). The teacher skills (items 3, 8, 9, 10) , in the course A students evaluated the item 8 more positively, while in course B students appreciated the skill to underline topics (item 10) more than the students in course A and C. In course C, students evaluated the availability of the teacher (item 3) more positively. In control group, this topic was generally evaluated as less satisfied, in particular for the teacher's skill to motivate interest (item 8; table 4). About the study load (item 4), the course C students evaluated the workload more positively than students in course A, B and control group. Preliminary knowledge (item 5) was more positively evaluated by students in course A than the students participating in course B, C and control group. Supplementary teaching activities (item 7) were evaluated more positively by students in course C than the students attending the course A and B. This
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Inferential statistics
The correlation matrix showed a significant correlation between overall students' satisfaction (item 12) and item 4 (r = 0.95, p < 0.05) but only in Course C. It seems that in course C, where the complexity of the task increased (two performances, two evaluations each), students perceived that the number of credits assigned to the course became more appropriate for the required study load.
Multiple linear regression analysis showed that in A and B courses the students' overall satisfaction was correlated with the item 11 (respectively R2 = .60, F = 11.99, p <0.001 and R2 = .64, F = 8.23, p <0.001). In C course, students' overall satisfaction was correlated with the items 7 (p <0.05), 9 (p <0.05) and 11 (p <0.05) (R2 = .85, F = 11.79, p <0.001).
DISCUSSION
The aim of this study was to contribute to our understanding of whether group work learning method and which type of evaluation of performance are satisfactory for students. Findings showed that the group work learning method increased the overall satisfaction in teacher skills and in the course: the A, B and C courses received highest scores in overall satisfaction and satisfaction in course, teacher skills and study load than in the control group (tables 1-4). This means that the group work learning method permits to improve the satisfaction to the course, and to the teacher skills such as her/his ability to teach. Thus, the first hypothesis was confirmed. Furthermore, the second hypothesis was confirmed: the highest score in satisfaction with supplementary teaching activities was attributed to the course B and C, in which the evaluation was made by teacher and peers. In course C students had the opportunity to be evaluated for two performances (case 1 and case 2): this permits to receive first feedback in case 1 that help the group to improve their skills and try to perform better in case 2. Those findings are in line with those from Joyce (2001) and Joyce and Elliot (2007) , regarding the students' preference for peer evaluation.
An interesting result concerns the teacher's ability to stimulate interest, and students' interest in the topic. For each question, students' satisfaction was higher in course A, where the assigned grade depended exclusively on the teacher's evaluation. As suggested by Burdett (2007) , the teacher's evaluation of individuals allows students to avoid conflicts with their peers. Another interesting result concerns the adequacy of the workload related to credits assigned: the highest ratings were given to course C. It seems that when the complexity of the task increased, students perceived the number of credits assigned to the course as more appropriate. It is possible that when students work in groups, the workload is shared with others, and this situation may be easier for the less motivated students, who could benefit from the contributions of the more active members of the group.
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Students' Satisfaction with the Group Work Method … International Journal of Instruction, July 2017 • Vol.10, No.3 Some limits of this research should be mentioned. First, the data provided by the University's management were not complete. For example, socio-demographic information was provided only in an aggregate way (to respect Italian privacy law), so we did not have information that would allow further statistical analysis. Second, the questionnaire was tailored by the University to investigate the students' satisfaction with the course (e.g., the teacher's ability to stimulate, the supplementary teaching activities) but was not intended to evaluate, in depth, the single activity proposed during the course. Future researches should use more sophisticated instruments -see the investigation conducted by Hamlyn-Harris et al (2006) and Lovell and Nunnery (2004) -to describe the students' satisfaction with group work learning method and the different evaluation approaches of group performance.
Despite these limitations, this study confirms that students' satisfaction increases when this method is used. Group work learning method is a pedagogical method that permits practical teaching of not only a specific subject but also of important transferable professional skills (Topping, 2010) such as working in a group, the achievement of a goal, cooperation, and the sharing of ideas (Blackshaw & Latu, 2005) . Since students' satisfaction has become a critical indicator of teaching quality andconsequentlyof the quality of educational institution, teachers could benefit from the results of this research. For example, in designing programs that include group work learning method and an adequate evaluation of the group performance (by teacher and by peers). Inclusion of this method allows teachers to increase educational effectiveness and allows students to learn transferable professional skills.
